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1997)	 and	 as	 “citizens	 capable	of	 governing”	 (Giroux,	 1997:	 259),	we	embrace	 a	 critical	 pedagogy	










increasingly	 questioning	 the	 state	 of	 undergraduate	 learning	 amid	 concerns	 that	 students	 are	 not	
developing	the	capacities	for	critical	thinking	and	complex	reasoning,	capacities	considered	to	be	the	
principal	aim	of	a	collegiate	education.	 Indeed,	 in	a	society	deemed	to	be	fast	changing,	Arum	and	
Roksa	 (2011:	 2)	 observe	 that	 there	 is	 general	 agreement	 these	 individual	 capacities	 are	 the	




universities	 mass-producing	 unthinking,	 unreflective	 automatons	 who	 see	 the	 status	 quo	 as	 the	
natural	 way	 of	 things?	 Indeed,	 as	 Giroux	 (1997:	 259)	 observed:	 “the	 absence	 of	 any	 serious	
discussion	 of	 pedagogy	 …	 in	 the	 debates	 about	 higher	 education	 has	 narrowed	 significantly	 the	





do	 not	 subscribe	 to	 “managerialist	 management”	 (Grey	 &	 Mitev,	 2003:	 152),	 which	 sees	
management	 as	 an	unproblematic,	morally	 and	politically	 neutral	 set	of	 techniques	 and	practices,	
and	 which	 sees	 management	 education	 as	 aimed	 at	 continually	 enhancing	 both	 organizational	
performance	and	the	effectiveness	of	managers.	This	is	the	dominant	paradigm	within	management	
education,	 where	 the	 focus	 in	 teaching	 and	 research	 is	 on	 “technicist	 and	 instrumental	
understandings	 of	 management”	 (Grey	 &	 Mitev,	 2003:	 152).	 Conceptualizing	 management	 as	 a	
purely	 technical,	 morally	 and	 politically	 neutral	 activity	 absolves	 students	 of	 any	 requirement	 to	
reflect	critically	on	either	themselves	or	the	world	around	them	(Grey	&	Mitev,	2003:	155-6).	Indeed,	
Grey	 and	 Mitev	 (2003:	 162-3)	 contend	 “what	 management	 education	 commonly	 does	 is	 to	




the	above	 is	problematic	 for	us.	 In	 seeking	 to	contest	and	broaden	students’	existing	perspectives	
and	contribute	to	their	development	as	“critical	beings”	(Barnett,	1997),	our	aim	is	to	challenge	the	
dominant	 orthodoxy	 and	 bring	 our	 students	 face-to-face	 with	 the	 political,	 social,	 moral,	 and	











Grey	 (2002:	496,	509)	notes	“a	pervasive	silence	 in	business	 schools	about	what	appear	 to	be	 the	
realities	 of	 work	 in	 the	 global	 economy”,	 questions	 “the	 silence	 of	 business	 schools	 in	 terms	 of	










Smith	 (2003:	 21,	 28)	 asserts	 that	 “consciousness-raising	 should	 be	 a	 major	 task	 of	
management	 education”.	 He	 notes	 that	 though	 critical	 pedagogy	 is	 quite	 different	 from	 critical	
thinking,	it	is	nonetheless	an	attempt	to	promote	a	critical	spirit.	In	line	with	a	critical	pedagogy,	he	
argues	 for	 affording	 students	 the	 opportunity	 to	 “acquire	 a	 skeptical,	 inquiring	 attitude	 that	
challenges	 the	 prevailing	 worldviews	 and	 assumptions”	 (Smith,	 2003:	 28)	 so	 they	 become	 “more	
conscious	of	the	ideological	assumptions	entrenched	in	Western	culture”	(Smith,	2003:	21).	
We	approach	critical	thinking	from	a	critical	theory	perspective,	which	encourages	students	







world	 (Barnett,	 1997).	 Developing	 students	 as	 “critical	 beings”	means	 broadening	 critical	 thinking	
beyond	 disciplinary	 competence	 (or	 knowledge)	 to	 include	 mastering	 critical	 self-reflection	 and	
critical	action	in	the	world	(Barnett,	1997).		
Barnett	 (1997:	 111)	 enumerates	 a	 number	 of	 levels	 of	 critical	 education	 equating	 to	 an	
expanding	horizon	of	understanding	and	insight,	noting	that	“as	the	epistemic	level	rises,	the	object	
is	viewed	against	an	ever-wider	context”.	Thus,	Barnett	(1997:	111)	asks:	
Does	 critical	 thinking	 just	 limit	 the	 student	 to	developing	 set	 logical	moves	on	 the	
material	 in	 front	of	her?	Does	 it	enable	the	student	to	evaluate	the	text	or	data	 in	
the	context	of	an	understanding	of	the	field	of	study	as	a	whole?	Does	it	 invite	the	






question	 to	 be	 asked	 is	 “what	 is	 the	 scope	 of	 critical	 thinking	 which	 informs	 the	 study	 of	
management?”.	 Is	 it	elementary	critical	thinking	skills	of	knowing	how	argument	works,	of	forming	
valid	 inferences	 from	 the	 available,	 often	 incomplete	 and	 rudimentary	 data?	 Is	 the	 study	 of	
management	to	be	limited	to	basic	business	functions	or	will	 it	also	draw	on	the	more	human	and	
social	studies,	such	as	politics	and	ethics?	Is	the	study	of	management	to	be	opened	to	exploring	its	
biases	 and	 limitations?	 Are	 students	 to	 be	 afforded	 the	 wherewithal	 to	 critique	 management?	
Indeed,	as	Barnett	(1997:	111)	questions:	
And	 yet	more	 fundamentally,	 are	 the	 students	 offered	 am	educational	 experience	
that	 challenges	 hem	 to	 develop	 their	 own	 critical	 stances	 in	 a	 non-threatening	














and	 its	 knowledge	 foundations	 (Giroux,	 1997;	 Reynolds,	 1999).	 However,	 though	 being	 able	 to	
question,	reflect	on	and	evaluate	disciplinary	concepts	and	categories	exhibits	critical	thinking	skills,	
it	remains	uncritical.	Thus,	a	critical	approach	requires	that	students	consider	where	their	discipline	
comes	 from,	 how	 it	 is	 structured,	 what	 social	 functions	 it	 serves,	 and	 how	 it	 affects	 people	 and	
society	 (Barnett,	 1997;	 Reynolds,	 1999).	 With	 both	 faculty	 and	 students	 now	 recognizing	 the	
contestability	of	all	knowledge	claims,	a	learning	space	is	created.	
	 Enacting	 critical	 pedagogy	 also	 requires	 changing	 curricular	 content	 and	 pedagogical	
methods.	 As	 already	 noted,	 building	 disciplinary	 competence	 around	 critical	 thinking	 skills	 is	 a	
necessary,	but	insufficient,	condition	for	forming	critical	beings	(Dehler,	Welsh	&	Lewis,	2004:	175).	
Seeing	 critical	 thinking	 skills	 as	 falling	 short,	 Reynolds	 (1997:	 315)	 espouses	 curricula	 that	 enable	
students	 to	 examine	 assumptions,	 recognize	 power	 relationships,	 and	 engage	 in	 critical	 reflection	
with	a	collective	focus.	If	they	are	to	become	adept	at	questioning	assumptions,	then	students	need	
to	be	exposed	 to	not	 just	 a	broad	 range	of	 topics,	but	also	 to	 critical	 expositions	on	 those	 topics.	
Asserting	 that	 “critical	 reflection	 is	 the	 cornerstone	 of	 emancipatory	 approaches	 to	 education”,	
Reynolds	(1997:	183)	goes	on	to	state	that	the	purpose	of	education	should	be	to	empower	students	
“in	 questioning	 and	 confronting	 the	 social	 and	 political	 forces	which	 provide	 the	 context	 of	 their	
work,	and	in	questioning	claims	of	‘common	sense’	or	‘the	way	things	should	be’”	(Reynolds,	1997:	





teaching	 and	 learning	 are	 dedicated	 to	 broadening,	 as	 opposed	 to	 narrowing,	 the	 possibilities	 for	
students	 to	 be	 social,	 political,	 and	 economic	 agents.	 However,	 existing	 treatments	 of	 critical	
pedagogy	 are	 criticized	 for,	 amongst	 other	 things,	 the	 dearth	 of	 discussion	 on	 how	 to	 implement	
such	 learning	 in	 the	 classroom.	 As	 Reynolds	 (1997)	 reflects,	 how	 can	 spaces	 be	 created	 in	 the	
classroom	that	prompt	 students	 to	 (1)	examine	assumptions,	 (2)	 identify	power	 relationships,	and	
(3)	 participate	 in	 collaborative	 efforts	 with	 other	 students	 to	 critically	 reflect	 on	 such	 embedded	
relationships	and	to	think	through	other,	less	exploitative,	possibilities	for	their	transformation?	
	 Dehler,	 Welsh	 and	 Lewis	 (2004:	 176)	 note	 three	 themes	 within	 the	 critical	 pedagogy	
literature	 to	help	 in	 addressing	Reynold’s	 (1997)	question:	 displacing	 the	 faculty	 as	 the	 “expert	 in	
knowing”	 (Raab,	2003)	 in	 the	classroom;	contesting	disciplinary	boundaries;	and	raising	 issues	 in	a	
truly	probelamtizing	way.	Deposing	 the	all-knowing	 faculty	 is	about	more	 than	creating	a	student-
centered	 classroom;	 it	 is	 about	 positioning	 both	 faculty	 and	 students	 on	 the	 same	 epistemologic	
ground,	where	everything	is	contestable	(Giroux,	1997),	and	engaging	in	a	shared	journey	to	attempt	
to	 genuinely	 understand	 the	 other	 out	 of	mutual	 respect	 and	not	 for	 instrumental	 ends	 (Barnett,	
1997:	55).	Raab’s	(1997)	“expert	in	not	knowing”	de-centers	the	“expert	in	knowing”,	where	the	role	




disciplinary	 intersections,	 serves	 to	 expose	 students	 to	 a	 range	 of	 understandings	 beyond	 the	
managerialist	 through	 incorporating	 historical,	 philosophical,	 social	 and	 political	 treatments	 of	
organizations,	 business	 and	 society.	 Broadening	 their	 understanding	 affords	 students	 a	 “greater	




leads	 to	 accepting	 tensions	 or	 differences	 in	 place	 of	 compromising	 or	 favoring	 one	 perspective.	
Problematizing	 implies	 cultivating	 a	 general	 conceptual	 scheme	 centered	 on	 a	 problem	 or	 idea	
embodying	the	interests	and	agendas	of	particular	people	in	particular	contexts.	When	engaging	in	
problematization,	 students	 tease	 through	 interests	 and	 agendas,	 in	 the	 process	 becoming	 active	
producers,	 as	 opposed	 to	 passive	 recipients,	 of	 knowledge.	 Rather	 than	 being	 positioned	 by	 the	







We	now	move	on	 to	 freehand	drawing	as	a	means	 to	 implementing	a	critical	pedagogy	 in	
the	classroom.	We	see	freehand	drawing	as	a	way	to	displace	the	professor	as	“sage	on	the	stage”,	




As	already	noted,	critical	 self-reflection	 is	a	 rare	commodity	 in	an	 increasingly	 turbulent,	crowded,	
and	competitive	world.	This	 is	 true	 in	both	academic	and	organizational	settings.	And	yet,	without	
time	 for	 and	 practice	 in	 self-reflection	 we	 may	 not	 develop	 the	 capacity	 to	 recognize	 our	 own	
assumptive	frameworks.	This	can	result	in	our	operating	from	deep	but	untested	understandings	of	
the	 world,	 our	 blaming	 others	 for	 problems	 that	 we	 ourselves	 have	 some	 responsibility	 for	
propagating,	and	our	minimal	awareness	or	empathy	for	others'	perspectives.	In	such	circumstances,	
the	 prospects	 for	 enhancing	 genuine	 human	 connectedness	 and	 ethical	 behavior	 are	 limited	 to	
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academic	 orthodoxy	 still	 regards	 images	 as	 a	 subjective,	 inferior	 or	 even	 eccentric	 form	 of	 data	
compared	to	words	and	numbers”.	
Remarking	 the	qualitative	power	of	 the	visual	 “to	communicate	 rapidly	and	universally,	 to	
record	 and	 summarize	 ideas,	 and	 influence	 the	perceptions	 and	behavior	 of	 others”,	 Stiles	 (2004:	
127)	asks,	“why	are	academics	unlike	the	overwhelming	majority	of	people	so	reluctant	to	embrace	
the	pictorial	form	as	a	means	of	understanding	their	worlds?”	He	posits	that	their	reluctance	could	
be	due	 to	 subjectivity	 in	 interpretation,	 extreme	 variations	 in	 drawing	 ability,	 technical	 publishing	
difficulties	and	uncertainties	about	using	the	medium.	




argues	 that	 research	 subjects	 who	 are	 not	 lacking	 in	 such	 skills	 frequently	 possess	 far	 more	
meaningful	 information	 than	 they	 can	 convey	 verbally	 (Meyer,	 1991:	 220).	 He	 also	 adds	 that	
drawings	encourage	active	participation	in	the	research	process,	that	visual	data	enhance	research	
subjects’	 capacity	 to	make	 sense	of	 things,	and	 that	 the	 integration	of	 visual	with	verbal	data	 is	a	
useful	form	of	triangulation.	All	in	all,	Meyer	(1991:	232)	suggests,	
visual	 instruments	 seem	 uniquely	 suited	 to	 situations	where	 a	 researcher…prefers	




Freehand	 drawing	 represents	 an	 innovative	 and	 challenging	 technique	 that	 provides	 a	
means	 of	 exposing	 and	 exploring	 taken-for-granted,	 unquestioned,	 unconscious	 assumptions	 that	
may	 influence,	 limit	 or	 inhibit	 students	 as	 critical	 beings.	 Indeed,	 freehand	drawing	 gives	 voice	 to	
students,	to	their	worldview,	to	create	what	they	see/think.	Appropriating	Weick	(1995:	207),	“how	
can	I	know	what	I	think	until	I	see	what	we	draw?”,	freehand	drawing	facilitates	students	in	building	
a	 multi-perspective	 or	 collective	 take	 on	 the	 political,	 while	 being	 encouraged	 to	 maintain	 a	
skeptical,	inquiring	attitude.	
From	a	social	constructionist	perspective,	 freehand	drawing	 is	not	a	means	 for	discovering	
“reality”	or	applying	theory;	rather	 it	 is	a	means	through	which	to	connect	and	construct	a	shared	
sense	of	experience.	Drawing	pictures	in	response	to	such	basic	questions	as	"What	is	politics?"	or	
"What	 is	 business	 and	 society?"	 is	 an	 enjoyable	 and	 simple	 activity,	 yet	 one	 that	 is	 deceptively	
revealing.	By	sidestepping	our	cognitive,	verbal	processing	routes	we	tend	to	produce	clearer,	more	
holistic	 images	 than	we	 do	with	words.	 These	 images	 are	 universally	 understandable,	 integrative,	
and	rich	with	content	and	metaphor.	When	we	step	back	from	the	picture	we	can	quickly	see	our	
taken-for-granted	 assumptions,	 particularly	 when	 juxtaposing	 our	 images	 with	 those	 of	 others.	










and	 Weathersby	 (1983)	 for	 “developing	 complicated	 understanding”	 and	 by	 Dehler,	 Welsh	 and	







away	 from	simplification	 towards	complicated	understanding,	and	 looking	 to	expose	and	question	
taken-for-granted	 perspectives	 and	 assumptions	 underlying	 dominant	 orthodoxies,	 requires	
innovative	pedagogies	that	both	encapsulate	and	communicate	complexity.		
Methodologically,	 and	 in	 keeping	 with	 a	 critical	 pedagogy,	 freehand	 drawing	 fits	 with	
collaborative	 inquiry:	 a	 process	 of	 co-inquiry,	 where	 “doing	 research	with	 people,	 rather	 than	on	
them,	 is	 the	defining	principle”	 (Bray,	 Lee,	 Smith	&	Yorks,	 2000:	7),	 thereby	 shifting	 the	emphasis	
away	from	observation	towards	interaction.	Thus,	in	seeing	teaching	as	part	of	the	research	process	
(Dehler,	Welsh	&	Lewis,	2004),	employing	freehand	drawing	is	as	much	about	research	as	it	is	about	










John	 leads	 a	 semester-long	 Irish	 Politics	 module	 with	 150	 first	 year	 business	 and	 management	
majors.	 The	 cohort	 is	 divided	 into	 three	 class	 groups,	 each	 of	which	meets	 for	 an	 hour	 at	 a	 time	
twice	 per	 week.	 Paul	 has	 used	 freehand	 drawing	 in	 his	 organization	 studies	 classrooms	 and	 is	
involved	 in	 a	 research	 project	 exploring	 the	 use	 of	 this	 pedagogical	 tool.	 Pondering	 how	 to	 get	




in	 a	 drawing	 exercise.	We	 then	provided	 students	with	 an	A4	 sheet	 each,	 on	both	 sides	 of	which	
were	printed	simple	 instructions	of	what	we	wanted	them	to	do.	On	one	side	was	the	 instruction:	
“Through	a	drawing	answer	 the	 following	question:	What	 is	 Irish	Politics?”.	On	 the	other	side	was	
the	 instruction:	 “Now,	 in	 your	 own	words,	 describe/explain	what	 you	 have	 drawn”.	We	 said	 that	
they	could	use	pens,	pencils,	crayons,	markers	or	whatever	other	drawing	tools	they	had	available	to	
them	to	create	their	drawings.	




for	 questions	 about	what	 they	 should	 draw.	We	 had	 no	 prescriptions	 other	 than	 that	 they	 use	 a	
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drawing	to	answer	the	question;	what	that	drawing	would	be	like	was	entirely	up	to	them.	They	had	
full	 creative	 and	 artistic	 control	 over	what	 they	 produced.	 Finally,	 we	were	 aware	 that	we	might	
encounter	resistance.	If	that	were	to	occur,	we	would	not	force	anyone	to	engage	with	the	exercise	
if	 they	did	not	want	 to,	 for	 example,	 and	 that	we	would	 incorporate	 any	 resistance	 into	 learning.	
However,	no	one	openly	resisted,	which	is	not	to	say	that	resistance	did	not	happen.	We	will	return	
to	this	later.	
It	 is	 worth	 noting	 that	 these	 students	 were	 new	 to	 the	 college	 classroom;	 their	 only	
experience	 to	 this	 point	 would	 have	 been	 a	 weeklong	 induction	 program	 and	 some	 introductory	
class	 sessions	 for	 other	 modules.	 Therefore,	 their	 experience	 of	 the	 classroom	 was	 that	 of	 the	




We	sensed	some	bemusement	at	being	asked	 to	draw,	with	 some	sotto	voce	quips	of	 the	
kind	“we’re	not	children”,	which	we	interpreted	as	meaning	this	was	beneath	them	as	children	only	
do	 drawings.	We	 openly	 addressed	 such	 quips,	 challenging	 the	 assumption	 with	 a	 question:	 “Do	
children	only	do	drawing?”	We	got	a	number	of	responses,	ranging	from	artists	through	to	doodling	
and	the	game	Pictionary,	which	provided	examples	of	adults	doing	drawing.	
	 We	 gave	 the	 students	 10	 to	 15	 minutes	 to	 create	 their	 drawings,	 focusing	 only	 on	 the	
drawing	part	and	only	on	their	own	creations.	As	they	did	so,	we	walked	around	the	room	to	get	a	
sense	of	what	they	were	producing,	not	stopping	to	look	at	any	one	student’s	drawing	in	particular	






words	what	 they	had	drawn.	We	allowed	upwards	 of	 10	minutes	 for	 this	 part	 of	 the	 exercise.	As	
students	were	finishing	the	exercise,	they	were	looking	to	the	people	next	to	them	to	see	what	they	
had	drawn	and	informal	conversations	were	bubbling	up.	While	we	did	not	wish	to	discourage	such	
conversations,	we	 nonetheless	 asked	 students	 to	 remain	 as	 quiet	 as	 possible	 to	 allow	 those	who	
were	working	away	on	 the	exercise	 to	 finish.	After	 about	20	minutes,	 all	 students	had	 completed	
both	the	drawing	and	the	written	description/explanation.	
With	smaller	classes,	we	would	then	have	asked	the	students	to	tape	their	drawings	to	the	












At	 this	 point,	 we	 collected	 all	 of	 the	 drawings	 in	 groups,	 making	 sure	 that	 students	 had	
written	their	names	on	the	narrative	side	of	the	sheet,	as	we	would	be	redistributing	the	drawings	at	
the	next	 class	 session.	Having	 the	drawings	 allowed	us	 to	do	our	own	 review,	 looking	 for	 general	







accounts,	 save	 for	 asking	questions	of	 clarification	 as	 seemed	necessary.	With	 all	 accounts	 voiced	
and	documented,	we	then	opened	the	 floor	 to	 reflection	and	discussion,	asking	what	 the	exercise	
was	telling	us	about	perspectives	and	assumptions	relating	to	Irish	Politics,	about	how	we	see	things,	
about	what	we	pay	attention	 to	and	what	we	 ignore,	about	what	we	take	 for	granted	and	do	not	
question,	etc.	In	other	words,	we	were	beginning	the	process	of	inquiry,	the	process	of	engaging	in	
critical	 self-reflection,	 opening	 up	 a	 learning	 space	where	we	were	 all	 on	 the	 same	epistemologic	
ground.	 This	 allowed	us	 set	 the	 ground	 for	 the	 kind	of	 learning	 space	within	which	we	wished	 to	
work	for	the	duration	of	the	module,	a	space	where	students	would	not	only	develop	in	disciplinary	









Irish	 business	 and	 government	 had	 reached	 not	 just	 an	 all-time	 low,	 it	 was	 the	 lowest	 of	 all	 22	
countries	 surveyed	 in	 Edelman’s	 2010	 Trust	 Barometer	 (Edelman,	 2010),	with	 just	 31	 per	 cent	 of	
those	surveyed	trusting	business	and	28	per	cent	trusting	government	(as	against	a	global	average	of	
50	 per	 cent	 and	 49	 per	 cent	 respectively).	 Indeed,	 trust	 in	 the	 institutions	 of	 government	 and	
business	 in	 Ireland	 had	 been	 trending	 downwards	 since	 Edelman’s	 2007	 survey,	 underlining	 a	
potentially	deep	institutional	skepticism.	
	 15	
	 The	 relationships	 between	 business	 and	 government,	 in	 particular,	 were	 coming	 under	
renewed	 scrutiny.	 Even	 before	 the	 crisis	 hit,	 trust	 in	 the	 political	 establishment	 had	 been	
undermined	by	revelations	of	payments	to	politicians,	including	a	former	Taoiseach	(Prime	Minister),	
in	 return	 for	 favors.	 The	 issue	 of	 cronyism	 in	 the	 upper	 echelons	 of	 Irish	 society	was	 increasingly	
being	brought	to	light.	
As	observed	by	Lewis	(2011),	having	become	one	of	the	richest	countries	in	the	world	and,	
with	 cheap	money	 sloshing	 about,	 the	 Irish	 had	 decided	 to	 buy	 their	 country,	 from	 one	 another,	
cheered	 on	 by	 the	 politicians	 and	 enabled	 by	 the	 bankers.	 However,	 the	 party	 came	 to	 an	 end,	
precipitated	 by	 the	 global	 financial	 crisis	 and	 compounded	 by	 a	 failed	 banking	 system.	 As	 Lewis	
(2011)	goes	on	to	note:	
When	 I	 flew	 to	 Dublin	 in	 early	 November	 [2010],	 the	 Irish	 government	 was	 busy	
helping	the	Irish	people	come	to	terms	with	their	loss.	It	had	been	two	years	since	a	
handful	 of	 Irish	 politicians	 and	 bankers	 decided	 to	 guarantee	 all	 the	 debts	 of	 the	
country’s	biggest	banks,	but	 the	people	were	only	now	getting	 their	minds	around	
what	 that	meant	 for	 them.	 The	 numbers	were	 breathtaking.	 A	 single	 bank,	 Anglo	
Irish,	 which,	 two	 years	 before,	 the	 Irish	 government	 had	 claimed	 was	 merely	
suffering	 from	a	 “liquidity	 problem,”	 faced	 losses	 of	 up	 to	 34	billion	 euros.	 To	 get	
some	sense	of	how	“34	billion	euros”	sounds	to	 Irish	ears,	an	American	thinking	 in	
dollars	needs	to	multiply	it	by	roughly	one	hundred:	$3.4	trillion.	And	that	was	for	a	





expensive	 tab	 –	 people	 seemed	 stunned	by	 the	 socialization	of	 private	 sector	 losses.	 The	budget,	
which	 had	 been	 in	 surplus	 up	 to	 the	 crisis,	 had	 turned	 to	 deficit	 and	was	 fast	 deteriorating,	with	
austerity	the	new	norm.	In	the	boom	years,	Ireland	was	in	a	position	to	borrow	money	at	lower	rates	
than	 Germany;	 however,	 the	 bust	 saw	 rates	 go	 above	 6	 per	 cent	 by	 September	 2010.	













favors;	 loyalty	 to	 political	 party/self	 interest	 taking	 precedence	 over	 public/national	 interest;	
government	screwing	the	taxpayer;	the	Taoiseach’s	head	replaced	by	male	genitalia;	the	Taoiseach	
drinking	and	burning	the	country’s	money;	the	Taoiseach	sunning	himself	on	a	desert	island,	saying	
“ah	 sure,	 it’ll	 be	 grand”,	 with	 jaws	 nearby	 and	 the	 IMF	 flying	 past;	 the	





but	do	not	deliver;	politicians	 sleeping	on	 the	 job	and	not	dealing	with	 important/urgent	matters;	
former	Taoiseach	Bertie	Ahern	collecting	money	in	an	envelope	at	the	races;	the	Dáil	(lower	house	








status	 quo.	 This	 raised	 questions	 for	 us	 about	 democracy	 and	 in	 whose	 interest	 democracy	
functions/should	 function.	 It	 also	 raised	 questions	 for	 us	 about	 received	 wisdom	 in	 relation	 to	
politicians	 as	 incompetent,	 self-serving,	money-grubbers.	 But,	 what	would	 the	 students	 report	 as	
having	seen	in	the	accounts	they	would	give	of	their	discussions	of	the	drawings?	And	what	would	
emerge	from	the	open	discussion	we	would	then	seek	to	facilitate?	
	 With	 rare	 exception,	 the	 accounts	 of	 what	 they	 saw	 in	 the	 drawings	 demonstrated	 the	
similar	and	different	beliefs/truths	they	saw	in	each	other’s	drawings	and	there	was	recognition	of	
different	 perspectives.	 However,	 critique	 was	 superficial	 and	 limited	 to	 seeing	 politicians	 and	
bankers	as	bad.	There	was	 little	 in	 the	way	of	 identifying	and	questioning	assumptions	underlying	
each	 perspective;	 understanding	was	 rather	 uncomplicated.	 However,	 as	 experts	 in	 not	 knowing,	




in	 front	 of	 a	 bar.	 These	 images	 were	 interesting	 in	 that	 the	 day	 before	 class,	 the	 Taoiseach	 was	
interviewed	on	Morning	Ireland,	a	national	news	radio	program,	and	a	controversy	erupted	that	he	
was	either	drunk	or	hung-over,	and	this	at	a	time	of	increasing	austerity,	with	news	emerging	that	a	





















and	 to	 note	 their	 vote	 on	 paper.	We	 then	 asked	who	would	 vote	 for	 each	 of	 the	 candidates	 and	






























than	 simply	 being	 governed”,	we	believe	 in	 an	 orientation	 to	 education	 as	 an	 ongoing	 process	 of	
learning	 to	 learn	 and	 in	 our	 students	 developing	 as	 critical	 beings	 to	 engage	 in,	 and	 with,	 that	
process.	 As	 such,	 we	 find	 that	 a	 critical	 stance	 may	 be	 stimulated	 through	 the	 use	 of	 freehand	
drawing	 because	 visual	 representation	 allows	 us	 to	 grasp	 how	 we	 and	 others	 “see”	 the	 world.	
Discussing	the	drawings	as	a	group	encourages	 interpretations	 from	multiple	perspectives,	helping	
us	see	different	ways	of	understanding,	and	it	gives	both	our	students	and	ourselves	an	opportunity	




Designed	 to	 create	 a	 learning	 opportunity	 for	 students,	 and	 in	 serving	 to	 complicate	
understanding,	 freehand	 drawing	 serves	 to	 illustrate	 the	 variety	 of	 ways	 in	 which	 topics	 are	
understood.	 At	 the	 same	 time,	 freehand	 drawing	 addresses	 the	 challenge	 to	 “make	management	
education	 more	 personally	 meaningful	 for	 students	 of	 management”	 (Willmott,	 1994:	 107)	 and	
serves	to	“expand	rather	than	restrict	the	ways	in	which	students	regard	the	world”	(Grey	&	Mitev,	
2003:	 160).	 Freehand	 drawing	 helps	 in	 expanding	 horizons	 through	 exposing	 students	 to	 other	
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worldviews,	 having	 them	 test	 those	 views,	 and	 encouraging	 them	 to	 question	 their	 own	
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Appendix	1	–	Sample	Drawings	
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